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Rkmauks 

This is in res|iunS6 lo the Examiner's action mailed November 2, 2006. Claims 1-33 arc 
pending in the application. Claims 1-33 stand rejected. Claims 1,10 and 32 are amended. No 
now matter has been added. Support for the amendments can be foimd on^ for example, p^e 5, 
lines 15-18 of the specijBcation, 

Claims 1, 4, 8, 10, and 12 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102Cb) as being anticipated by 
Kar<«zes (US 6,060,003). Without acquiescing in the Examiner's rejections, ApplicanLs assert 
that the amended claims ea-e certainly novel over Kaiszes, 

Regarding claim 1, Karszes discloses multiple icsins that are first brought into contact 
with one another in a *T)lack b<^x" 122 and then co-extrudcd as a molten plastic material 49. In 
slwp contrast, claim 1 recites first extruding first and second molten films and then bringing the 
two molten films proximate each other. Accordingly, amended claim 1 is not anticipated by 
Karszes. 

Regarding claims 4. S» 10. and 12, tlaese claims ultimately depend firom claim 1 that is 
patentable over Karsze;^ for the reasons set forth herein, and therefore, arc patentable at least for 
the same reasons. 

For these reasons. Applicants assert that claims 1, 4, 8, 10, and 12 are patentable over 
Karszcs, and respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

Claim 9, 11, and 13-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Karszes. Tliese claims, howtsvtjr, ultimately depend trom claim 1 that is patentable over Kars7»s 
for the reasons set tbrth herein, and therefore, are patentable over tlie same reference at least for 
the same reasons. Accordingly, Applicants assert that claims 9, 1 1 , and 13-33 are patentable 
over Karszcs under §103(a), and respectfully request reconsideration and wUhdrawal of the 
rejection. 

Claims 2, 3, and 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Karszes in view of FitTpatrick (IJS 4,701,019). As discussed herein, however, Karszjes does not 
disclose amended claim 1 . Furthermore, Fitzpatrick does not cure the deficiencies of Karszcs 
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because Fitzpatrick, like Karszes, does not teach or suggest first extruding iirst and second 
molten films and then bringing the two molten films pr<3ximate each olhcr. 

Therefore, Applicants assert that claim? 2, 3, and 5-7 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over Karszcs in view of FitTjiatrick, and respectfully reqitest reconsidwation and 
withdrawal of the rejection. 

Applicants submit that the appiicatioD is in condition for allowance, and solicit early 
indication of the same. 
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